The interrater reliability of the Supports Intensity Scale (SIS) was investigated under the condition that interviewers had to have been trained and/or experienced in its administration and scoring. Both corrected and noncorrected Pearson's product-moment coefficients were generated to assess interinterviewer, interrespondent, and mixed interrater reliability. The correlation coefficients for the SIS Support Needs Index Score and SIS subscale scores were considerably higher than coefficients reported in the SIS Users Manual that were derived from a similar study conducted with untrained, inexperienced interviewers.
The Supports Intensity Scale SIS (Thompson et al., 2004a) was developed ''in response to changes in how society views and relates to people with disabilities'' (Thompson et al., 2004b, p. 1) . One of the trends influencing the development of the SIS was the emergence of ecological personenvironment interaction models for understanding disability (see Luckasson et al., 2002; World Health Organization, 2001) . By focusing on behaviors and contextual factors that impact an individual's functioning in community settings, proponents of these models suggest that disability is best understood as a mismatch between environmental demands and what an individual is able to do. Although everyone experiences some degree of mismatch between their performance and environmental demands at one time or another, advocates of ecological models contend that there is a certain threshold (i.e., extent of pervasiveness) where the mismatch precipitates the need for individualized supports that differ both quantitatively and qualitatively from the types of supports needed by the general population. The SIS was developed to provide an objective and standardized instrument to measure the extraordinary support needs of a person with intellectual disability relative to others. It has become a popular tool among governmental agencies and provider organizations throughout the world, but especially in the United States and Canada (American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities, 2007) .
Any measurement instrument that is used to inform decisions that impact the lives of individuals must be carefully examined and continually improved. Fundamental to a scale's validity is its reliability. Indeed, reliability is a prerequisite, a necessary but insufficient, condition for validity. Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981) provided the following guidelines for evaluating reliability coefficients for adaptive behavior scales: less than .40 is poor, .40 to .59 is fair, .60 to .74 is good, .75 or greater is excellent.
When evaluating reliability coefficients (r), it is useful to examine both noncorrected and corrected coefficients (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, 1999) . When sampling procedures produce instances of restricted variance on certain variables, as was the case with the SIS, corrected rs can be estimated to correct for attenuation effects. In the SIS Users Manual, Thompson et al. (2004b) presented interrater reliability results for both Pearson's product-moment correlation and the corrected r. The SIS Users Manual includes information on five indices of reliability, all of which are very strong, with the exception of the interrater reliability findings. Thompson et al. (2004b) concluded that SIS interrater reliability findings were ''mixed'' and noted that the interrater study ''was a very rigorous test'' (p. 103) because different interviewers had interviewed different respondents. Clay-Adkins (2004) reported that interviewers in the original study had not received any training on how to administer the scale; they had only informal instructions and were provided with concise written directions. At the time of data collection, there were not any training sessions available nor were there any background materials (e.g., SIS Users Manual) to which interviewers could refer. Additionally, because the SIS was not yet published, none of Clay-Adkins' interviewers had any prior experience with the instrument.
Our primary purpose in the present study was to investigate the interrater reliability of the SIS when completed by interviewers who had completed training on how to administer and score the instrument and/or had become familiar with administration and scoring guidelines through extensive use of this scale with multiple individuals. Because completing the SIS requires the involvement of interviewers (who score the scale) as well as respondents (who provide the information), a major goal for us was to separate the error variance attributable to different interviewers and different respondents.
Method

Participants
Participants in this study included interviewers, respondents, and people with intellectual disability. Three interviews were completed for each of the 40 cases, for a grand total of 120 interviews; 111 (93%) were completed by interviewers who attended a SIS training workshop conducted by one of the authors of this study. The 9 other interviews (8%) were completed by individuals employed in organizations that were in the process of studying, piloting, or adopting the SIS. Organizational representatives reported that these interviewers had administered and scored the SIS on multiple individuals and were familiar with SIS administration and scoring guidelines; however, it is not known how these interviewers initially learned how to administer and score the scale. They may have attended some type of SIS training workshop, or they may have only studied information presented in the SIS Users Manual.
The participation of interviewers was completely voluntary. They were asked to collect data on at least one case, but they were given the option of completing work on more than one case. There were two interviewers assigned per individual assessed. In total, 51 individuals served as interviewers: 45 were from four states within the United States, 2 were from Australia, and 4 were from Canada. One interviewer collected information on 7 cases, 2 on 5 cases, 4 on 3 cases, and 7 on 2 cases; 37 interviewers collected data on 1 case. Demographic information collected on interviewers included the following: gender (80% female, 20% male), highest educational degree received (76% bachelor, 22% master, 2% doctorate), ethnicity (73% Euro American, 27% other), job title (26% case manager, 22% program coordinator/manager/director, 17% psychologist/social worker, 36% other), years of work experience (30% less than 3 years, 31% from 3 to 10 years, 39% more than 10 years).
Interviewers were asked to report the extent to which they knew the individual with the disability who was being evaluated prior to conducting their interview. As mentioned before, each case had two interviewers. There was considerable variation among pairs of interviewers with regard to prior familiarity with their subjects. Although at least one of the interviewers reported knowing a subject very well in 17 cases, in no cases did both interviewers report knowing a subject very well. In 9 cases both interviewers indicated that they had no significant knowledge about the person with the disability prior to completing the SIS. Guidelines provided in the SIS Users Manual do not require that an interviewer know the individual who is being assessed. However, it is essential that respondents have good knowledge/familiarity of the individual being assessed (Thompson et al., 2004b) . 
Respondents
Although we knew the names of the interviewers because they had volunteered to participate, we did not know the names of the respondents. Interviewers were told to identify 2 respondents for participation, one of whom would be interviewed separately by both interviewers and one who would only be interviewed by one interviewer. Although respondents' names reported to the researchers were pseudonyms, the interviewers were instructed to collect demographic information on each respondent, and this information was checked across data forms to assure that respondents were accurately accounted for in data collection. In total, 80 respondents participated. Demographic characteristics of these respondents were gender (79% female, 21% male), relationship to the individual with a disability being evaluated (53% direct support staff, 8% parent, 9% work/ job supervisor, 31% other), ethnicity (59% Euro American, 24% African American, 18% other), length of time knowing the person with a disability (15% one year or less, 29% from 13 months to 3 years, 31% more than 3 years up to 6 years, and 25% more than 6 years). All respondents reported that they knew the person being evaluated well.
People With Disabilities
The support needs of 40 individuals with an intellectual disability were evaluated using the SIS. The SIS Support Needs Index Scores generated from these evaluations ranged from 63 to 137, with a mean and SD of 94.63 and 15.44, respectively. The demographic characteristics are shown in Table 1 .
Procedure
Data-collection procedures. Pairs of interviewers were provided with packets containing specific directions on how to collect data, SIS scoring sheets, demographic information forms, and return envelopes. The instructions to the interviewer pairs were:
1. Identify a person with a disability on whom to complete the SIS. It is critical that all three of the SIS interviews are completed on the same person. 2. Write a fictitious name for the person with the disability on each SIS interview form, but be consistent with the fictitious name. 3. Identify respondents for SIS interviews (i.e., fill out the SIS form). The people who are interviewed are the respondents. Respondents must be individuals who are very fa- Write fictitious names for respondents on all forms, but be consistent with these names. 4. Record demographic information on the interviewers, respondents, and person with disability on corresponding forms. 5. Decide which interviewer is going to interview two different respondents and complete two SIS forms. Then, assign the other interviewer to interview one of the same respondents that the first interviewer interviewed. It is essential that one respondent agree to be interviewed twice regarding the same consumer. 6. Conduct all SIS interviews independently. Do not discuss ratings with each other. When scheduling SIS interviews, please allow at least 1 day between interviews. 7. Upon completion of any form/phase of data collection (i.e., SIS forms, demographic forms), return the completed materials to the researchers.
There were no follow-up efforts with potential interview pairs to collect information, and no records were kept with regard to how many interviewer pairs were invited to participate because open invitations were offered at the conclusion of training workshops. However, it is obvious that multiple pairs of interviewers did not elect to participate because more packets were distributed than were returned. Eight partial packets were received that included information from only one interviewer (i.e., the other interviewer did not follow through). Data from these packets were not included in the analysis.
Data-analysis procedure. We analyzed data from completed interviewer packets using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 11 for Mac OSX). Pearson's product-moment coefficients (r) and corrected Pearson's product-moment coefficients (corrected r) were generated to assess interinterviewer reliability (pairs of SIS scores generated from different interviewers who interviewed the same respondent), interrespondent reliability (pairs of SIS scores generated from the same interviewer who interviewed different respondents on two different occasions), and mixed interrater reliability (pairs of SIS scores generated from the different interviewers who interviewed different respondents). We compared reliability coefficients generated from these three data-collection methods in order to provide insight into variability that is attributable to having different interviewers and different respondents. Table 2 shows the results of interinterviewer, interrespondent, and mixed interrater reliability tests for the six SIS subscales as well as the SIS Support Needs Index Score (i.e., the composite score) using Pearson's r and the corrected r. In addition, Table 2 displays the mixed interrater reliability scores from the study published in the SIS Users Manual (Thompson et al., 2004b ) based on data collected by Clay-Adkins (2004) .
Results
Correlation coefficients generated from data in the current study are markedly higher than those reported in the SIS Users Manual (Thompson et al., 2004b) . Based on Cicchetti and Sparrow's (1981) guidelines, across all three conditions, the SIS Support Needs Index Score was in the excellent range using both corrected and noncorrected rs. Only three subscales had noncor-VOLUME 113, NUMBER 3: 231-237 ͦ MAY 2008 AMERICAN JOURNAL ON MENTAL RETARDATION SIS interrater reliability J. R. Thompson, M. J. Tassé, and C. A. McLaughlin rected rs in the fair range, and none were in the poor range.
Discussion
The findings from this investigation clearly suggest the value of trained interviewers. Although a definitive cause and effect knowledge claim cannot be made in regard to the relationship between training and interrater reliability, the reliability coefficients from the current study are far superior to those reported by Clay-Adkins (2004) and by Thompson et al. (2004b) in the SIS Users Manual.
Because both adaptive behavior scales and the SIS involve interviewing others to collect information about everyday activities, it is reasonable to assume that SIS interviewer qualifications would be the same as those for professionals who complete adaptive behavior scales. However, this assumption is probably wrong. Completing adaptive behavior scales largely involves making judgments about whether a person does or does not typically perform specific observable skills and tasks. In contrast, the SIS requires judgments to be made about the frequency, duration, and type of supports that an individual needs to successfully participate in life activities that involve multiple skills and multiple domains of personal competence. For example, under Part F (Social Activities) of the SIS, Item 4 is ''making and keeping friends.'' In describing this item, Eliason et al. (2005) indicated that it includes supports to: (a) communicate with peers; (b) learn social skills related to friendships; (c) arrange meetings with others and joining activities with friends; (d) locate programs/ activities that lead to friendships; and (e) use the phone and other communications to maintain friendships. (p. 13) Determining the frequency, time, and type of support needed to participate in such a complex activity would certainly seem to require an interviewer to engage in more probing and clarifying than would determining whether an individual performs certain everyday skills in their repertoire of behavior. Therefore, the SIS may require more training than is needed for administration of adaptive behavior scales to ensure reliable administration because it is an instrument and construct that is quite different from the usual assessment methodology that human service professionals are accustomed to. Without training, a significant number of SIS interviewers may be inconsistent in interpreting the life activities and support needs measures included in the scale.
The only reference to interviewer qualifications provided in the SIS Users Manual (Thompson et al., 2004b) is that the ''SIS should be administered by a professional who has completed at least a 4-year degree program and is working in the field of human services (e.g., case manager, psychologist, social worker)' ' (p. 24) . Additional language suggests that several years of direct experience in the field is desirable. Based on this study, the authors of the SIS may want to reconsider these requirements and specify that interviewers must complete training before administering the scale. Based on the results from the participants in this study, a one-day workshop may be sufficient.
These findings also have implications for decision-making by policymakers in the area of developmental disabilities. Although the SIS was not designed to be a tool for informing funding decisions, an increasing number of states have included SIS scores in establishing reimbursement rates and individualized resource allocations (Smith & Fortune, 2006) . Determining fair and equitable models for distributing resources is an important and complex task (see Stancliffe & Lakin, 2005 ) that is well beyond the scope of this investigation. However, if policymakers have decided that measuring the intensity of a person's support needs provides information useful in establishing reimbursement formulas or determining individualized resource allocations, they can be confident that the SIS is a reliable measurement tool.
As with any study in which researchers investigate the reliability of a measurement tool, it is important to remember that reliability does not assure validity. Although reliability is typically considered a prerequisite for validity, Greenspan (2006) argued that in some instances the quest for reliability might actually undermine efforts to achieve validity. According to Greenspan, the best way to attain validity for a scale ''is to base it on the construct of interest, even if it may be a little hard, perhaps because of its fuzziness, to measure it reliably'' (p. 180). Although the SIS Users Manual (Thompson et al., 2004b) provided evidence supporting the content, criterion-related, and construct validity of the scale, Harries, Guscia, Kirby, Nettelbeck, and Taplin's (2005) investigation suggested that the SIS may not be measuring a construct different than what is already assessed by two popular adaptive behavior scales. Additional investigations focusing on the validity of the SIS as well as alternative approaches to measuring support needs are necessary.
Limitations
The findings from this investigation should be considered in light of at least two limitations. First, interviewers only interviewed one respondent when completing the SIS. This was done in order to isolate error variance due to having different respondents. The SIS Users Manual clearly calls for interviewers to collect information from at least 2 respondents when completing the SIS and incorporate the responses of those interviewed into a single assessment form. It is possible that if interviewers in this study had interviewed multiple respondents instead of a single respondent, the reliability coefficients would have been different. Because our results showed such a negligible difference between error variance attributable to different respondents and error variance attributable to different interviewers, future reliability studies of the SIS should contain multiple respondents.
A second limitation is that the interviewers were volunteers as opposed to a random sample of interviewers. These interviewers were willing to do extra work without any additional compensation because they wanted to contribute to the knowledge base of their field. It is reasonable to assume that the volunteer interviewers were individuals who, because of their high level of commitment, might be more conscientious in the completion the SIS than would a random sample of interviewers. In future reliability studies on the SIS, it would be beneficial if a state or agency selected interviewers at random so that selection bias can be ruled out as a confounding factor.
